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language, or aesthetics, from the theory of thought, or logic;
and was therefore committed, for the time being at least, to a
verbalistic logic, in which the logical connexion between two
thoughts which imply each other is confused with the linguistic
connexion between two sets of words which 'stand for the same
thing'.

I should see, too, that his attempt to burke the problems of
logic by substituting for them problems in linguistics was not
based on any very just appreciation of the nature of language,
because I should see that, of two- synonymous verbal expres-
sions, he was assuming that one really and properly means the
thing ' for which it stands', while the other means this only for *
the insufficient reason that the person who uses it means that
by it.  All of which is very disputable.  Rather than approve
such errors, I should prefer to leave the matter where I have
left it; to say that these two statements (the statement that
history is an autonomous science and the statement that rational
activity is free in the sense described) are not synonymous forms
of words, but express discoveries neither of which can be made
without making the other. And arising out of this, I will observe
that the 'free-will controversy' which was so prominent in the
seventeenth century had a close connexion with the fact that
the seventeenth century was the time when scissors-and-paste
history in its simpler forms was beginning to dissatisfy people,
and when historians were beginning to see that their own house
needed setting in order or that historical studies ought to take
example from the study of nature, and raise themselves to the
level of a science. The desire to envisage human action as free
was bound up with a desire to achieve autonemv for history as
the study of human action.

But I do not leave the matter there; because I wish to point
out that of the two statements 1 am considering, one is neces-
sarily prior to the other. It is only by using historical methods
that we can find out anything about the objects of historical
study. No one will assert that he knows more than historians
do about certain actions done in the past concerning which
historians claim to have knowledge, and that he knows this in
such a way that he can satisfy both himself and other people
that that claim is groundless. It follows that we must first
achieve a genuinely scientific and therefore autonomous method